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Christianity and Human Cloning 
A Seventh-day Adventist Declaration of Ethical Principles* 
For a number of decades, the prospect that new 
members of the human family might be produced by 
cloning was considered far-fetched. Recent advances in 
genetic and reproductive biology, however, indicate that 
techniques for cloning humans may soon be developed. 
With this prospect, comes the Christian responsibility to 
address profound ethical issues associated with human 
cloning. As Christians, with firm belief in God's creative 
and redemptive power, Seventh-day Adventists accept the 
responsibility to enunciate ethical principles that emerge 
from their faith commitments. 
Cloning includes all those processes by which living 
plants or animals are replicated by asexual means, methods 
that do not involve the fusion of egg and sperm. Many 
natural processes are forms of cloning. For example, 
microorganisms, like common yeast, reproduce by splitting 
into two daughter cells that are clones of the parent cell and 
each other. Cutting a twig from a rosebush or grapevine and 
propagating it into a complete plant also creates a clone of 
the original plant. Similarly, many simple animals, such as 
starfish, can regenerate complete organisms from small 
parts of a predecessor. Thus, the biological principle of 
cloning is not new. However, the report that a cell from an 
adult sheep has been used to produce another sheep repre-
sents entirely new technology and brings new possibilities 
for cloning other mammals, including human beings. 
The new technique is known as somatic cell nuclear 
transfer. The essence of this method is to take a cell from 
an existing individual and manipulate it so that it behaves 
*This statement was voted by the Christian View of Human Life 
Committee meeting at Pine Springs Ranch, California, March 22-24, 1998. 
This committee is an organization of the General Conference of Seventh-
day Adventists. The paper was approved by ADCOM and will be forwarded 
to the Annual Council for review and acceptance. Comments are invited. 
like an embryonic cell. Given the proper conditions, an 
embryonic cell can proliferate and generate a complete 
individual. At present, this cellular reprogramming is 
accomplished by putting a complete adult cell inside a 
larger egg cell whose nucleus has been removed. The egg 
that is used in this process serves the role of an incubator, 
providing an essential environment to reactivate genes of 
the adult cell. The egg contributes to the offspring only 
the small amount of genetic material associated with its 
cytoplasm, not its nuclear genetic material, as occurs in 
sexual reproduction. The altered egg, must then be 
implanted in an adult female for gestation. 
Biologists have developed this technique as a tool for 
animal husbandry. By this means, they hope to create a 
herd of valued animals that are genetically identical to a 
selected individual. The potential benefits from this tech-
nology, including the expectation of products for treating 
human diseases, are of great interest to researchers and to 
the biotechnology industry. However, the same techno-
logical capacity could be used for human reproduction and 
thus raises serious ethical concerns. 
First among these concerns is medical safety. If the 
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current technique of somatic cell nuclear transfer were to 
be used in humans, ova would need to be obtained from 
donors. Most of these would perish because of cellular 
manipulations during early embryonic growth in the labo-
ratory. Others would be lost after implantation, sponta-
neously aborted at various stages of fetal development. In 
this respect, sensitivity to the value of embryonic and fetal 
life would be similar to the development of other methods 
of assisted reproduction, such as in vitro fertilization. There 
would likely be an increased risk of birth defects in chil-
dren brought to term. At present, concern about physical 
harm to developing human lives is sufficient to rule out the 
use of this technology. 
However, even if the success rates of cloning were to 
improve and the medical risks were diminished, a number 
of major concerns would remain. For example, is there 
anything intrinsically problematic with creating an indi-
vidual who is not produced through fertilization of an egg 
by a sperm? Further study is needed to resolve questions 
regarding the essential nature of procreation in God's 
design. 
Another of the most often expressed concerns is that 
the dignity and uniqueness of a cloned person may be jeop-
ardized. This risk includes the psychological harm that 
might be experienced by an individual who would be what 
some have called the "delayed identical twin" of the indi-
vidual who provided the initial cell. Do existing persons 
have the right to exercise such a level of control over the 
genetic destiny of a new individual? 
Concern also exists that human cloning might under-
mine family relationships. Commitments to both the 
unitive and the procreative functions of human sexual rela-
tionships might be diminished. For example, the question-
able practice of using a gestational surrogate may, at times, 
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other than the married couple may introduce problems of 
relationships and responsibilities. 
An additional major risk is that cloning could lead to 
expedient uses of those who are cloned, with their value 
assigned primarily on the basis of their utility. For example, 
there could be a temptation to clone individuals to serve as 
sources of transplantable organs. Others have worried about 
the deliberate creation of subservient individuals whose 
autonomy would be violated. Egotistical or narcissistic indi-
viduals might be inclined to use the technology in order to 
"duplicate" themselves. 
Finally, the financial costs of cloning would likely be 
considerable even after significant technological improve-
ments. If human cloning were commercialized, conflicting 
interests might add to the risk of abuse. 
While this is only a partial list of potential risks and 
misuses of human cloning, it should be sufficient to give 
pause to Christians who wish to apply the moral principles 
of their faith to the matter of human cloning. Still, it is 
important that concerns about the abuses of a technology 
not blind us to the possibilities of using it to meet genuine 
human needs. 1 The possibility of human cloning, even if 
remote, motivates this statement of relevant Christian 
principles. 
The following ethical principles are intended to apply 
to somatic cell nuclear transfer if that technology is ever 
applied to human beings. The rapid pace of progress in this 
field will require periodic review of these principles in light 
of new developments. 
1. Protection of vulnerable human life. Scripture is clear in 
its call to protect human life, especially those lives that are 
most vulnerable (Deut. 10:17-19; Isaiah 1:16-17; Matt. 
25:31-46). The biological technology of cloning is ethically 
unacceptable if it poses disproportionate risk of harm to 
human life. 
2. Protection of human dignity. Human beings were 
created in the image of God (Gen. 1:26-27) and were thus 
endowed with personal dignity that calls for respect and 
protection (Gen. 9:6). Cloning may threaten human dignity 
in a number of ways and must thus be approached with 
resolute moral vigilance. Any use of this technology that 
undermines or diminishes the personal dignity or autonomy 
of human beings must be rejected. This moral prohibition 
applies to all human cloning that would value human life 
primarily for its utilitarian function or commercial value. 
3. Alleviating human suffering. It is a Christian responsi-
bility to prevent suffering and to preserve the quality of 
human life (Acts 10:38; Luke 9:2). If it is possible to 
prevent genetic disease through the use of somatic cell 
nuclear transfer, the use of this technology may be in 
keeping with the goal of preventing avoidable suffering. 
4. Family support. God's ideal plan is for children to 
develop in the context of a loving family with the presence, 
participation, and support of both mother and father 
(Prov. 22:6; Ps. 128:1-3; Eph. 6:4; I Tim. 5:8). Any use of 
somatic cell nuclear transfer as a means of assisting human 
reproduction should thus be within the context of the 
fidelity of marriage and support of stable family life. As 
with other forms of assisted reproduction, the involvement 
of third parties, such as surrogates, introduces moral prob-
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lems that are best avoided. 
5. Stewardship. The principles of Christian stewardship 
(Luke 14:28; Provo 3:9) are important for all types of assisted 
\ human reproduction including the possibility of somatic 
cell nuclear transfer, which is likely to be very costly. 
Married couples seeking such assistance should consider 
the expenses involved in terms of their exercise of faithful 
stewardship. 
6. Truthfulness. Honest communication is one of Scrip-
ture's mandates (Prov. 12:22; Eph. 4:15, 25). Any proposed 
use of cloning should be informed by the most accurate 
information available, including the nature of the proce-
dure, its potential risks, and its costs. 
7. Understanding God's creation. God intends for human 
beings to grow in their appreciation and understanding of 
H is creation, which includes knowledge regarding the 
human body (Matt. 6:26-29; Ps. 8:3-9; Ps. 139:1-6; 13-16). 
F or this reason, efforts to understand the biological struc-
tures of life, through ethical research, should be encouraged. 
Given our present state of knowledge and the current 
refinement of somatic cell nuclear transfer, the use of this 
technique for human cloning is deemed morally unaccept-
able by Seventh-day Adventists. Given our responsibility to 
alleviate disease and to enhance the quality of human life, 
continued, ethical research with animals is deemed acceptable. 
GLOSSARY 
Allele. One of the alternative forms of a particular gene. 
Each gene of an organism can exist in slightly different 
forms. T hese small differences are responsible for some of 
the variations that we observe in different individuals 
within natural populations. Different alleles for genes that 
produce the blood protein hemoglobin, for example, will 
affect how well the blood cells will carry oxygen. 
Clones. Two or more individuals with identical genetic 
material. Human clones occur naturally in the form of 
"identical twins." Though twins begin life with the same 
genetic material they, nevertheless, develop distinct phys-
ical differences (fingerprints, for example). Furthermore, 
they become fully unique individuals with distinct person-
alities as a result of their different experiences and inde-
pendent choices. An individual conceived by somatic cell 
nuclear transfer would be at least as different from his/her 
progenitor as natural twins. 
Cytoplasm. All the contents of a cell, other than the 
nucleus. The cytoplasm is the site where many important 
processes occur including the assembly of proteins and 
enzymes, and the manufacture of cell products. T he cyto-
plasm also contains the mitochondria, small bodies that are 
responsible for the breakdown of food to produce the 
energy needed for the activities of the cell. 
Embryo. The early stages of development of a fertilized 
egg. In somatic cell nuclear transfer it refers to the early 
developmental stages of an enucleated egg after it has been 
fused with a somatic cell. 
Enucleated egg. An egg cell from which the nucleus has 
been removed. This is usually accomplished by penetrating 
the cell with a fine glass needle and withdrawing the 
nucleus while observing under a microscope. 
Germ cell. Reproductive cell. In mammals and humans 
the germ cells are the sperm and eggs (ova). 
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Gestation. The period of time it takes an embryo to 
develop in the uterus from a fertilized egg to a newborn 
offspring. Gestation begins with implantation of the 
embryo in the uterus and ends with birth. 
Nucleus. T he structure within a cell that contains the 
genetic material or genes. T he nucleus is surrounded by a 
membrane that separates it from the remainder of the cell. 
Ovum (plural: ova) An egg cell. A female reproductive 
cell. 
Somatic cell. Any cell from the body of a mammal or 
human, other than the germ cells. 
Somatic cell nuclear transfer. The technical name for the 
method used to produce the first animal clone, a sheep 
called "Dolly." T hough the name suggests that a nucleus 
from a somatic cell was used, in fact, the complete somatic 
cell was fused with an enucleated egg. 
Sperm. A male reproductive cell. 
Reference 
1 There may be future situations in which human cloning could 
be considered beneficial and morally acceptable. It is possible, for 
example, to imagine circumstances in which cloning may be 
contemplated within the context of marriage as the only available 
means of reproduction for a couple who cannot participate in 
normal procreation. In other cases, potential parents may be 
carriers of defective genetic alleles, and they may wish to avoid 
the risk of giving birth to a child with a genetic disease. The use 
of somatic cell nuclear transfer might assist such parents in having 
a child who would be free of genetic disorder. Of course, many of 
the concerns about personal identity and dignity would still 
remain even in the context of family fidelity. As with other forms 
of assisted human reproduction, potential blessings of somatic 
cell nuclear transfer must be weighed against the risks. > 
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Cloning: Dolly's Mother Is Her Sister!? 
Marino De Le6n, PhD 
In the recent history of natural and physical science, a 
number of scientific findings have influenced established 
ethical views regarding human and animal welfare. Our 
awareness of the unavoidable consequences branching out 
from these new discoveries has led scientists and other 
professionals to critically evaluate their significance and 
implications. At times, it appears that the scientific world is 
moving at the speed of light, while some of us are still 
walking or riding on horses. This century has brought us, 
among other discoveries, the theory of relativity, the 
production and use of the atom bomb, extraordinary and 
unanticipated information about our universe, the 
discovery of DNA as the hereditary material, major 
advances in computer and communication technology, and 
a number of outstanding advances in the neurosciences. 
These advances in the physical and natural sciences have 
resulted from constant application of the so called "Scien-
tific Method," a hypothesis-driven way that guides scien-
tists in looking for answers in our world. The "cloning" of 
Dollyl is but the most recent display in this high speed and 
extraordinary scientific extravaganza. 
For the purpose of this article, we will restrict the defi-
nition of the word "cloning" to the production of an indi-
vidual animal (or plant) identical to another animal (or 
plant). The cloning of Dolly was done at the Roslin Insti-
tute, Edinburgh, Scotland. The institute declares that its 
mission is "to understand and improve the productivity, 
breeding, and welfare of farm animals." The practical 
objective of the team led by Dr. Ian Wilmut at Roslin, is to 
find better ways to genetically modify farm animals. 
Recent findings in the field of molecular genetics have 
made it more feasible to achieve this goal. Genetically 
modified animals would be used as founder animals to raise 
transgenic livestock. Transgenic animals would serve as "in 
vivo" models to find the cure for several debilitating and 
killing human genetic diseases (i.e. Alzheimer's disease, 
cystic fibrosis), for cell therapy (e. g. leukemia, Parkinson's 
disease and other neurodegenerating syndromes) and even 
to produce recombinant proteins in the milk to be used for 
therapy (i.e., clotting factor 8 needed in hemophilia). 
Current molecular genetic experimental procedures used 
in producing these animals are very inefficient. These 
procedures require the actual micro-injection of several 
hundred copies of a selected gene into the egg's nucleus 
followed by the implantation of the fertilized egg in a surro-
gate mother. Only about 2-3% of the born animals exhibit 
the expression of the gene of interest, and in many occa-
sions the gene is expressed in the animal at undesirably low 
levels. 
Every organism originates from one single cell. In 
mammals the fertilized egg, the zygote, goes through a 
series of cellular divisions during its embryonic stages. The 
fertilized egg has all the instructions necessary to make all 
the specialized cells of our whole organism. Similarly, the 
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nucleus of the fertilized egg (that contains the genetic 
material) is responsible for guiding the cell through the 
whole process of determination and cellular differentiation. 
The fertilized egg's nucleus is totipotential since it is 
capable of generating a complete individual. Thus, the 
nucleus in the fertilized egg promotes differentiation of the 
primordial stem cells to muscle cells, fibroblasts, nerve 
cells, mammary epithelial cells, etc. Wilmut and colleagues 
asked whether the nucleus of an adult mammal, from a 
differentiated cell (such as the nucleus of epithelial cells in 
the mammary gland), has the capability to, under appro-
priate conditions, direct the differentiation of all the cells, 
and developing into a complete normal organism. The 
alternative hypothesis is that during the process of cellular 
differentiation the nucleus suffers an irreversible loss of its 
original capability of generating a whole organism. 
The general idea explored by Wilmut and colleagues 
was not new. For the last 30 years, experiments using adult 
frog cells have demonstrated that the nucleus of differenti-
ated cells, under appropriate circumstances, is capable of 
producing a differentiated tadpole. 2,3 For example, trans-
ferring a nucleus from an adult frog's intestinal cells to an 
enucleated frog oocyte shows that 7% of the reconstructed 
fertilized eggs reach adult tadpole stage. The success rate 
is reduced to 3.1 % if the nucleus is obtained from differen-
tiated skin cells and 57% if the nucleus is obtained from 
blastula or grastula endoderm cells (embryonic cells). 
Wilmut and colleagues have demonstrated that it is 
possible to clone an adult sheep by transferring nucleus 
obtained from embryonic derived cells.4 This discovery 
showed that a nucleus obtained from embryonic cells is 
capable of sustaining the whole development of a mammal 
until adulthood. However, the nuclei of embryonic cells 
have not gone through the process of differentiation. The 
significance of the Dolly experiment was the demonstra-
tion, for the first time, that the nuclei of cells found in adult 
tissues still retain the capability of producing a whole, 
normal organism. In contrast to the experiments reported 
in 1996, the production of Dolly was done using the 
nucleus of mammary cells taken from an adult ewe. l In the 
past, attempts to do similar experiments in mammals had 
failed. The specific significant innovation of the experi-
mental design was the decision of the researchers to use 
mammary cells that had been growth arrested by tissue 
culturing the cells under conditions of cellular starvation 
(low serum). Cells grown under this condition become 
arrested at the GO stage of the cell cycle. At this stage the 
cells are completely quiescent and their nucleus contains 
double copies of the chromosomes (they are diploid). This 
diploid and quiescent cellular stage prevents the trans-
ferred nucleus from immediately entering into an addi-
tional round of DNA replication that has been associated 
with a high frequency of chromosomal abnormality in the 
fetus. Thus, the use of nucleus of adult cells arrested in GO 
can substantially reduce chromosomal abnormality in the 
Presented during Lorna Linda University Bioethics Grand Rounds on 
October 8, 1997. 
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reconstructed embryos and therefore increase the chances 
of obtaining viable animals. 
The Dolly experiment is a significant scientific accom-
plishment. However, we have to realize that Dolly was the 
only successful clone obtained. For example, only 29 cells 
began to divide out of 277 cell fusions. Only 13 ewes 
became pregnant out of the 277 cells implanted in surro-
gate black face ewes. One viable lamb was obtained, Dolly. 
The rest of the fetuses had different kind of malformations 
and died. Obviously, this procedure needs major refinement. 
The essence of the Dolly experiment is its final 
product: a sheep cloned from adult sheep mammary gland 
epithelial cells using the nuclei transfer technique. The 
study moved to the forefront ethical issues associated with 
cloning of adult mammals. However, it needs to be demon-
strated whether the nuclei used from the mammary gland 
cells were indeed obtained from terminally differentiated 
cells, from stem cells that are normally present in this 
tissue, or from fetal cells that may be present in the animal 
circulation. The lack of definite data in the original paper 
about this particular issue has raised serious controversy.5,6 
However, Dr. Jean-Paul Renard's group in France have 
already released preliminary data claiming that they were 
able to replicate Dolly's results using adult differentiated 
muscle cells.? 
At the present time it is rather premature to conclude 
whether this procedure using differentiated cells will work 
in other mammals, including humans. There are still 
considerable biological obstacles that need to be overcome. 
In the past, experiments designed to clone adult mice from 
somatic nuclear transfers have failed. There are intrinsic 
biological differences between the sheep oocytes and that 
of other species, including mice and humans. For example, 
transcription of the embryonic genome in the sheep 
oocytes does not occur until after 8-16 cell divisions.8 This 
extended window of opportunity may allow the transferred 
nucleus to adapt to its new embryonic environment. In 
contrast, in mice and humans the oocytes start transcribing 
their embryonic genome at a stage significantly earlier than 
that observed in sheep, at the end of the 2- cell stage.9 It 
has been speculated that this short period of adaptation 
may be insufficient to prevent the occurrence of chromo-
somal abnormalities during embryogenesis. 
This technique is still at a very rudimentary stage. It 
will require a significant amount of refinement before it 
can be used as the method of choice to create genetically 
altered sheep. The innovative use of nuclear transfer to 
create genetically altered livestock is a 21st century tech-
nology that has suddenly decided to glow at the end of our 
century. At this stage, it would be very premature even to 
consider to using this technique on humans. Experimenta-
tion using this technique in humans right now would result 
in an even greater number of malformed fetuses than 
observed in the Dolly experiment. Will the use of the 
differentiated nucleus for nuclear transfer dramatically 
affect the life-span or wellness (increase of mutation rate) 
of the cloned animal? Concerns should also be raised about 
the lack of genetic diversity that would result in the genetic 
pool as a result of using somatic asexual reproduction 
instead of sexual reproduction. The report of the Dolly 
experiment will certainly result in an increase in the 
research to perfect the use of this technique in animals. In 
Update Volume 14, Number 2 
the meantime, we need to weigh the serious ethical and 
biological implications of allowing the future use of this 
refined technique on humans. 
References 
1 Wilmut I, AE Schnleke, McWhir J, Kind AJ, Campbell KHS, "Viable 
offspring derived from fetal and adult mammalian cells." Nature (1997), 
385:810-13. 
2 Gurdon JB, "The developmental capacity of nucle i taken from 
intestinal epithelium cells of feeding tadpoles ." Journal of Embryology and 
Experimental Morphology (1962) 10:622-40. 
3 Gurdon JB, Laskey RA, and Reeves OR, "The developmental capacity 
of nuclei transplanted from keratinized skin cells of adult frogs. " Journal 
of Embryology and E xperimental Morphology, (1975),34:93-112. 
4 Campbell KHS, McWhir J, Ritchie WA, Wilmut I, "Sheep cloned by 
nuclear transfer from a cultured cell line." Nature (1996),380:64-6. 
5 Butler, D, "Dolly researcher plans further experiments after chal-
lenges." Nature (1998), 391 :825. 
6 Sgaramella V, Zinder, N, "Dolly Confirmation." Science (1998), 279:635. 
7 Butler, D, "French clone provides suppor for Dolly." Nature (1998), 
392:113. 
8 Crosby 1M, Gandolfi F, Moor RM, "Control of protein synthesis during 
early cleavage of sheep embryos." Journal of Reproduction and Fertility 
(1988), 82:769-75. 
9 Bolton VN, Oades PJ, Johnson MH, "The relationship between 
cleavage, DNA replication, and gene expression in the mouse 2-cell 
embryo." Journal of Embryology and Experimental Morphology (1984) , 
198479:139-63.> 
r-----------------~----- - --------------------l 
I Available Videos l 
' Qtt ' I I 
• I 
: __ A Conr.:ersotioll YU.,ith Paul He1lbod, $34.95 : 
I 4 video set. interview by David R. Larson I 
j -- A COllversotion 'lQ'ith Jock Prot'011Sho $34.95 I 
: 4 video set. interview by David R. Larson l 
: _ _ il Conversation with Graham il/axwell $34.95 : 
~ 4 video set, intervie\v by David R. Larson : 
: - - A COl/versation with Harold Sh,),oc/' $24.95 I 
I 2 video set, interview by David R. Larson I 
I Shipping $3 per set I 
I Shipping: 
: Sales Tax (CA only) 7.75% I 
: Th~ I i Ship to: i 
, , 
: ame : 
j I 
I I Address __________________________________ __ 
~ City, State, Z IP _________________________ _ 
I Phone 
I ----------------------------------------I 
I Payment: ! lotal Enclosed $ ________________ __ 
i a Check $ - - a Credit Card Exp D ate 
a ~1asterCard a VISA 
Card No. ______________________________ ___ 
Signature 
Send with payment to: 
Center for Christian Bioethics 
Coleman Pavil ion, 111 21S 
Lorna Linda, CA 92350 
Fax: (909) 558-0336 
L ________ .J-..~________ _~_ __ 
5 
Hello, Dolly! Dolly! Dolly! 
James \V. \Valters. PhD 
If I were a humorist, I would have titled my remarks, 
"Hello, Dolly! Dolly! Dolly!" Because those who planned 
this conference knew that I'm not, they asked me if I 
would comment on the new report by the National 
Bioethics Advisory Commission. This is a 107 -page report 
that came out in the summer of 1997. It results from a need 
that President Clinton sensed the very day the news about 
Dolly came out. It was then that President Clinton asked 
this advisory commission to report to him its recommenda-
tions. I'm going to summarize this report, which I think is 
very interesting, and then comment on it. 
The 18 commissioners came from various back-
grounds-science, law, ethics, and religion. Their key 
recommendations, I think, can be boiled down to four basic 
points. The first has to do with the safety of the potential 
child. The Commission concluded that for the time being, 
"It is morally unacceptable for anyone in public or private 
sectors, whether in a research or clinical setting, to attempt 
to create a child using somatic cell nuclear transfer 
cloning." That's the key term: "somatic cell nuclear 
transfer cloning." At this time, there are "unacceptable 
risks to the fetus and/or the potential child." Secondly, the 
Commission called for a moratorium on such research. The 
moratorium should have a sunset clause, which the 
Commission said, should be three to five years. It also 
called for voluntary compliance. The Commission sensed 
some tension between our country's historic commitment to 
individual freedom, including the freedom of researchers, 
as well as that of individual citizens, and the good of the 
larger society. 
The third point has to do with research on cloning 
animals. Though the commission said that legislation 
should be enacted that prohibits human cloning, it also 
held that legislation should be so worded so as not to inter-
fere with research into the cloning of animals or of certain 
human tissues, which it viewed as important in their own 
right. 
Fourth, and finally, public discussion was urged repeat-
edly through this report, a theme that reflects the Commis-
sion's sensitivity to the democratic nature of the United 
States. The Commission cited ethical issues beyond that of 
safety, although safety was by far the most important one. 
Those further ethical issues had to do with the potential 
psychological harms to cloned children, the individuality of 
the cloned child, family integrity, treating children as 
objects, and the effect on the moral, religious, and cultural 
values of citizens in this country. In light of the acknowl-
edged national diversity on religion in this country, the 
Commission called for widespread public discussion, delib-
eration, and debate on these issues. It also said that appro-
priate federal agencies should provide the public with 
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information and education on genetics, so as to contribute 
to informed discussion. 
What other options may have been available to the 
Commission? I think that there is a more liberal position it 
could have taken, as well as a more conservative one. The 
more liberal would have been perhaps less politically 
correct, because there were informed scientists and public 
figures who were saying, "Oh, this is so horrible! The world 
is about to end." In that climate, the group could also have 
said something that would have been much more conserva-
tive. It could have taken a stringent position, calling for a 
permanent ban on human cloning, viewing the whole 
procedure as ethically flawed, as a moral catastrophe. But 
none of that sentiment was in the Commission's thinking or 
its report. 
It could have gone in another direction, and this would 
have been less politically correct, but perhaps more attuned 
to scientific sentiment or reality. It could have called for 
initial research into human cloning. It could have said what 
we're really concerned about is not animal cloning, but 
human cloning, and therefore, let's allow at least some 
initial forays into that. For instance, just as now researchers 
can have considerable freedom in regard to human embryo 
research up through twelve days, the Commission could 
have said, "we will allow similar research in regard to 
human cloning up through twelve days, and then the 
embryos are to be disposed of." It did not say that. It rather 
said that there should be none of that, at least during the 
time that this moratorium is in effect. The Commission 
chose a middle-of-the-road position. This position is under-
standable and even commendable, given three considerations. 
The first consideration is that of ethics. The Commis-
sion saw no fundamental ethical objection to human 
cloning. That's the most important thing to recognize about 
the Commission's report. It appropriately recognized a 
difference between immediate and long-term ethical 
concerns. The immediate issue is that some researchers 
somewhere may attempt human cloning and bring to life a 
malformed human child. Such an attempt would be 
blatantly wrong. The technology is so new that grossly 
deformed children might result. After all, in Wilmut's 
ground breaking research, Dolly was seen as a success, a 
single success, against the backdrop of 277 failures. The 
issue of child safety was uppermost in the minds of the 
commissioners, and this didn't go over with everyone. I saw 
one of the commissioners, Tom Murray, interviewed on the 
"Lehrer News Hour." The questioner thought that he was 
fudging when he said that the primary concern is safety. 
She wanted him to say, "thumbs up" or "thumbs down" on 
human cloning. He said "but we saw safety of the child as 
an ethical concern." In calling for a moratorium, literally, a 
period of delay, the Commission was implying that it now 
sees no fatal moral objection to human cloning itself. 
Presented during Lorna Linda University Bioethics Grand Rounds on 
October 8, 1997. 
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Perhaps others will see such a flaw, or perhaps the number 
of reservations and problems that are discussed and devel-
oped during this moratorium will amount to enough of an 
'1 objection that we should not go ahead. But in repeatedly 
citing the need for informed national discussion, the 
Commission appears to see the primary issue as one of 
public consciousness and consensus, and not inherent 
immorality. 
The second consideration is that of science. It's diffi-
cult, if not impossible to keep scientific genies in the 
bottle, be this fact good or bad. For instance, the ability to 
create the atom bomb was discovered, and we went on and 
used it. Was that good or bad? We haven't yet put the genie 
back in the bottle, if we ever will be able to. Consider the 
forms of human reproduction. Some see all forms of non-
coital reproduction as unnatural, which they are, and there-
fore sin. Artificial insemination by donor initially was 
considered a form of adultry. Surrogate parenthood was 
anathema because it is so unnatural, exploitative, a form of 
slavery. Now, it is at least morally plausible to most Amer-
icans, and it is legal. 
Undoubtedly, cloning techniques, despite the prob-
lems that Dr. De Le6n appropriately mentioned, will be 
improved, although probably not perfected. If cloning 
techniques become relatively safe, should they be banned? 
If so, the grounds would have to be other than child protec-
tion. Today we do not ban a couple from having a child 
who has a twenty-five percent chance of having Tay-Sach's 
disease. Is this worse than a woman cloning an only child 
who is dying from a freak accident, in which the father was 
killed, so she can have a child that is a product of the two 
of them-her now-dead husband and herself? Bioethicist 
Norman Fost, says, "we approve research projects every 
day that are 50 times more risky than cloning is likely to 
be." 
The third consideration is that of politics. Just this 
morning I called the office of the National Bioethics Advi-
sory Commission to find out where legislation stands. The 
deputy director said that she doesn't know. There are 
several bills that are in committee in Congress, but it has 
bigger fish to fry, and this matter has taken a back burner. 
She thinks that probably in 1998 something will come out 
of the committee. I think it will probably be some bill 
similar to what the National Commission is recommending. 
But, soon after the Dolly news, in Florida a bill was intro-
duced that would have outlawed the cloning of any human 
DNA for any purpose. When legislators realized that this 
bill would bankrupt the state's emerging biotechnology 
industry, the bill was quietly rewritten. The Florida Commis-
sion heard from a wide variety of citizens, and particularly 
solicited religious leaders from varying positions to come 
and testify before them. They particularly focused on 
Judaism, Islam, and even more so on Christianity, and found 
great diversity. Their Commission report suggests that that 
diversity is no less great than we find in the country at 
large. 
Finally, Moses Tendler, who is a biologist and medical 
ethicist at the Yeshiva University in New York City, says 
the will of society was once that abortion was murder. A few 
decades later, it is the constitutional right of every Amer-
ican. That is part of the shock of Dolly the clone: it is not 
that she is a sheep, but that we behave like sheep. > 
GRAND ROUNDS 
FALL SCHEDULE 
October 14, 1998-William J. Winslade, PhD, JD 
Traumatic Brain Injury: A Fate Worse Than Death 
November 11, 1998-The Holocaust Fifty Years Later 
(tentative) 
December 2, 1998-Viagra! 
The Bioethics Grand Rounds are held at noon in the 




Update REQUEST FORM 
If you would like to continue receiving complimentary copies of Update, the quarterly news-and-views letter of the Center for Christian 
Bioethics, please make sure your address is correct on the back of this form and mail or fax the request form to: 
Center for Christian Bioethics 
Loma Linda University 
Colemen Pavilion Suite 11121S 
Loma Linda, CA 92350 
Phone: (909) 558-4956 
Fax: (909) 558-0336 or 
Email: gSample@ccmail.llu.edu 






: City State ZIP +4 ______ _ 
L _______________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Update Volume 14, Number 2 7 
SAVE THE DATES 
3RD ANNUAL BIOETHICS CONFERENCE 
& 





CENTER FOR CHRISTIAN BIOETHICS 
LOMA LINDA UNIVERSITY 
Lorna Linda, CA 92350 






Permit No. 6 
\ 
